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DIRECTOR'S  REPORT 
This  First  Annual  Report  of  the  Residential  Rent 
Stabilization  and  Arbitration  Board  is  being  issued  fifteen 
months  after  the  inception  of  this  new  City  Department.   This  is 
the  length  of  time  for  which  the  Residential  Rent  Stabilization 
and  Arbitration  Board  was  originally  created.   However,  future 
reports  will  conform  to  the  City's  fiscal  year.   Therefore,  the 
next  report  will  be  current  through  June  30,  1981.   Following 
this,  semi-annual  reports,  as  provided  for  in  the  Ordinance,  will 
update  statistics  through  December  31st. 

It  is  estimated  that  188,985  residential  units  are  covered 
by  the  Ordinance.   This  figure  is  arrived  at  by  starting  with  the 
total  number  of  rental  units  in  San  Francisco  (228,145)  and 
subtracting  20,460  exempt  units  in  owner-occupied  buildings 
having  four  units  or  less,  11,600  regulated  by  HUD,  and  7,100 
under  the  Housing  Authority.   As  the  Annual  Report  shows,  total 
filings  affected  3554  rental  units  in  San  Francisco,  or  less  than 
2%  of  all  covered  units.   Given  this  fact,  an  outreach  program 
initiated  by  posting  billboards  inside  buses  that  travel 
throughout  the  city  will  be  expanded  in  the  month   ahead. 

During  the  first  fifteen  months  of  operation,  the  emphasis 
of  the  Rent  Board  has  been  on  establishing  and  refining  the 
administrative  procedures  for  scheduling  and  conducting  hearings, 
considering  amendments  to  the  Ordinance,  and  amending  the  Rules 
and  Regulations  to  comply  with  the  Ordinance.   Now  that  these 
steps  are  nearing  completion,  publication  of  a  brochure  is 


underway  and  the  energy  of  the  Rent  Board  will  be  directed  to 
community  education,  plus  enforcing  the  power  of  the  Rent  Board 
to  sue  for  wrongful  eviction. 

Another  recent  change  is  the  moving  of  office  space  from 
the  third  floor  to  the  first  floor  of  170  Fell  Street.   This  new 
space  and  the  anticipation  of  improving  the  physical  environment 
have  already  enhanced  the  operation  of  the  Board. 

The  hearing  officers  have  also  been  performing  their  duties 
beyond  the  small  fee  they  are  now  receiving  for  conducting  a 
hearing.   Their  efforts  and  the  efforts  of  the  office  staff  are 
truly  the  backbone  of  the  Rent  Board.  To  assist  the  hearing 
officers  and  to  increase  uniformity  in  the  form  and  substance  of 
their  decisions,  a  hearing  officer's  handbook  developed  by  three 
of  the  hearing  officers  was  recently  published. 

Landlord/tenant  relations  are  among  the  most  emotional 
issues  that  exist.   Many  of  the  people  who  phone  or  come  into  the 
office  are  very  upset,  and  even  hostile.   The  staff  of  the  Rent 
Board  has  borne  the  brunt  of  this  hostility  in  many,  many 
instances.   They  deserve  a  special  salute  for  the  accomplishments 
set  forth  in  this  report. 

I  will  be  attending  the  Annual  Meeting  of  the  National 

League  of  Cities  in  Atlanta  to  present  the  "pro"  side  of  Rent 

Control.   It  is  a  tribute  to  the  entire  Board  and  staff  that  San 

Francisco  was  selected  as  the  Case  Study  of  a  system  of  rent 

regulation  which  works. 

DONNA  SOLOMON 
Executive  Director 


I.   INTRODUCTION 

The  purpose  of  this  report,  as  required  by  the  Residential 
Rent  Stabilization  and  Arbitration  Ordinance,  is  to  advise  the 
Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  "on  progress  made  towards  the 
achievement  of  the  purposes  of  the  ordinance."   (Section  37.6(c)) 

The  Residential  Rent  Stabilization  and  Arbitration 
Ordinance  was  enacted  to  protect  tenants  from  excessive  rent 
increases  while  assuring  landlords  fair  and  adequate  rents.   It 
was  originally  designed  as  a  temporary  measure  due  to  expire  on 
September  12,  1980.   However,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  recently 
extended  the  law  to  December  1,  1981. 

The  original  design  included  the  simultaneous  creation  of  a 
"Citizens  Housing  Task  Force"  to  work  in  conjunction  with  the 
"Mayor's  Housing  Policy  Group"  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a 
more  permanent  program  for  dealing  with  the  residential  rental 
housing  market  in  the  context  of  a  complete  survey  of  the  housing 
crisis  in  San  Francisco. 

This  report  deals  primarily  with  the  experience  of  the 
Residential  Rent  Stabilization  and  Arbitration  Board  under  the 
ordinance,  combined  with  some  comments  on  the  Board's  impact  on 
the  total  housing  situation.   The  report  is  divided  into  three 
main  parts:   first,  the  Board's  role  in  responding  to  public 
contact;  second,  the  Board's  internal  response  to  the  demands 
required  by  the  public;  and,  third,  a  brief  look  into  the  housing 
situation  as  a  whole. 


II.   THE  BOARD'S  RESPONSE  TO  THE  PUBLIC 
In  the  1979  annual  report  of  the  Mayor's  Citizen  Assitance 
Center,  housing  was  characterized  as  the  number  one  issue  in  the 
entire  city.   "Housing  became  a  battleground  not  only  for  the 
city's  residents  but  for  the  Center's  harried  staff  members 
trying  to  cope  with  the  deluge  of  problems."   (Mayor's  Citizen 
Assistance  Center  Annual  Report,  1979,  p.  7.) 

But  "(c)reation  of  the  Rent  Board  meant  a  vast  change  for 
the  Center.   Beginning  in  August  the  Center's  recorded  housing 
contacts  decreased  by  over  a  thousand  per  month."   As  set  forth 
in  Table  I  of  the  Appendix,  it  is  obvious  that  the  Rent  Board 
picked  up  many  of  the  contacts  previously  handled  by  the  Citizen 
Assistance  Center.   Between  March  21,  1980  and  September  1,  1980, 
the  Board  received  a  total  of  13,150  calls,  approximately  37%  of 
which  were  directly  related  to  rent  increases.   Most  calls  were 
related  to  other  aspects  of  residential  rentals. 

From  the  inception  of  the  ordinance  on  June  12,  1979,  to 
September  30,  1980,  the  board  has  received  3,096  petitions.   Of 
these  petitions,  97%  have  been  tenant  initiated  and  3%  have  been 
landlord  initiated.   Ninety  percent  of  the  1599  hearing  officer 
decisions  were  "tenant  oriented"  and  10%  were  "landlord 
oriented."   ["Tenant  oriented"  means  that  rent  the  landlord 
sought  to  impose  was  denied  or  reduced.   In  approximately 
two-thirds  of  the  tenant-oriented  decisions,  rent  increases  were 
held  to  the  guideline;  in  one-third,  the  landlord  was  allowed 
some  increase  above  the  guideline.]   See  Table  II. 


The  number  of  petitions  filed  each  month  has  grown  from  an 
average  of  152  per  month  during  the  first  seven  months  to  an 
average  of  254  per  month  during  the  last  eight  months.   See  Table 
III. 

The  Board  acts  as  an  appellate  tribunal  for  appeals  from 
the  decisions  of  the  hearing  officers.   Of  the  129  appeals  filed, 
52%  were  accepted  by  the  Board  and  48%  were  denied.   Of  the 
appeals  accepted,  37%  were  remanded  to  the  hearing  officer.   Of 
the  appeals  actually  heard  and  decided  by  the  Board  73%  were 
tenant  oriented  and  27%  were  landlord  oriented.   See  Table  IV. 

Table  V  shows  a  geographic  distribution  of  residential 
property  for  which  petitions  have  been  filed  revealing  that  the 
Tenderloin/Nob  Hill  area  originated  505  petitions  or  16%  of  the 
total  number  filed,  the  Haight-Ashbury  area  has  brought  339 
petitions  or  11%,  and  the  Mission  district  has  filed  281 
petitions  or  9%  of  the  total  number  filed. 

III.   ADMINISTRATIVE  DEVELOPMENTS  OF  THE  RENT  BOARD 
The  Rent  Stabilization  Ordinance  is  essentially  a  "passive" 
law  in  that  it  does  not  interfere  with  the  relationship  between 
the  landlord  and  tenant  until  either  party  petitions  the  Board  to 
intervene.   For  those  who  come  to  the  Board  the  hearing  before 
one  of  the  Board's  70  hearing  officers  is  the  first  and  usually 
only  lengthy  contact  with  the  Board.   [As  of  August  25,  1980  the 
Board  has  been  empowered  by  Section  37.9(e)  of  the  Ordinance  to 
affirmatively  intervene  on  behalf  of  tenants  in  cases  where 


wrongful  evictions  are  alleged.   The  procedures  are  set  forth  in 
Part  11  of  the  Rules  and  Regulations.] 

At  the  outset,  over  90  hearing  officers  were  recruited 
through  the  Volunteer  Services  Program  of  the  Bar  Association  of 
San  Francisco.   The  present  cadre  of  hearing  officers  is  made  up 
of  46  men,  25  women,  8  Blacks,  7  Asians,  and  2  Hispanics. 
,      Mindful  of  the  "frontline"  role  of  the  hearing  officer  and 
the  hearing  officer's  crucial  position  in  dealing  with  the 
landlord/tenant  relationship,  the  Board  sponsored  two 
professional  training  seminars.   The  first  seminar  dealt  with  the 
more  technical  aspects  of  conducting  the  hearing  and  decision 
making.   The  second  concerned  itself  primarily  with  resolution  of 
disputes,  using  techniques  that  have  been  successful  in  resolving 
disputes  under  the  Community  Board  Program  in  San  Francisco. 

The  ordinance  itself  has  been  amended  five  times  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors.   In  summary,  the  amendments  protected 
landlords  who  gave  tenants  rebates  after  proposition  13  was 
passed,  continued  the  maximum  guideline  rental  increase  at  7%  per 
annum,  and  tightened  the  definition  of  residential  rental  unit  to 
protect  those  living  in  residential  hotels.   The  amendments 
narrowed  the  owner-occupied  exemption,  strengthened  eviction 
controls,  and  gave  the  board  the  power  to  bring  legal  action. 

To  be  in  compliance  with  the  Ordinance,  the  Rules  and 
Regulations  were  amended  by  the  Rent  Board.   This  included 
specifying  how  and  when  utility  costs  could  be  "passed  through" 
to  the  tenants,  justification  for  an  increase  based  on  variable 


interest  rate,  and  definition  of  comparables  to  be  used  for 
considering  debt  service  as  reason  for  rent  increase.   The 
amended  Rules  and  Regulations  spelled  out  the  procedures  for 
bringing  legal  action  for  wrongful  eviction,  specified  in  which 
cases  certification  is  required  by  the  Real  Estate  Department, 
and  placed  the  burden  of  proof  on  the  tenant  regarding  reduction 
in  housing  services.   Since  the  amended  Ordinance  also  included 
provisions  for  a  single  increase  in  a  twelve  month  period,  and  no 
increase  during  the  first  twelve  months  of  a  tenants  occupancy, 
the  Board  determined  that  any  attempt  to  violate  these  sections 
without  seeking  prior  approval  would  be  grounds  for  not  allowing 
the  rent  increase. 

BUDGET 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  originally  earmarked  $197,000  for 
the  15-month  operation  of  the  Rent  Board.   However,  only  $85,000 
was  released  for  the  first  six-months.  The  six-month  allocation 
lasted  for  eleven  months.  During  this  time,  the  Board  had 
prepared  a  supplemental  budget  to  go  through  September,  1980. 
Therefore,  when  the  Rent  Board  made  its  budget  request  for  fiscal 
year  1980-81,  it  was  a  nine-month  request,  for  which  the  Board 
was  awarded  $135,000.   Because  this  original  supplemental  budget 
was  withdrawn,  it  will  be  necessary  to  request  a  supplemental 
budget  for  the  balance  of  the  1980-81  fiscal  year. 

The  funds  allocated  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  have  been 
expended  as  follows  through  June,  1980: 


Salaries  $43,336.00 

Fees:  Commissioners  9,075.00 

Hearing  Officers  10,614.00 

Unemployment  Compensation  203.00 

Office  Equipment  207.00 

Telephone  1,708.00 

Postage  1,805.00 

Copy  Machine  2,141.00 

Printing  839.00 

Court  Reporters  293.00 

Contractual  Services  3,694.00 

Office  Supplies  3,136.00 

Property  Rent  3,520.00 

Other  1,230.00 

Real  Estate  Service  2,400.00 

Reproduction  1,000.00 

$85,201.00 

Revenues  generated  by  the  filing  fees  for  petitions  and 
appeals  have  been  deposited  with  the  Controller  and  Treasurer  in 
the  amount  of  $24,088.59. 

IV.   A  BRIEF  LOOK  AT  THE  OUTSIDE  WORLD  OF  HOUSING 
The  Board  is  convinced  that  the  Ordinance,  as  enforced  by 
the  Board,  does  moderate  rent  increases  to  tenants  in  their 
current  units.   The  Ordinance  has  other  affects,  too,  for  which 


it  has  been  criticized  by  both  tenants  and  property  owners. 

Two  eviction  studies  showed  that  during  the  10  month 
post-ordinance  period  from  July,  1979  to  April,  1980,  compared 
with  the  pre-ordinance  period  from  July,  1978  to  April,  1979, 
there  was  an  increase  of  7%  in  court  filings  of  unlawful  detainer 
actions  and  an  increase  of  15%  in  actual  eviction  proceedings 
being  processed  through  the  Sheriff's  office.   These  figures  are 
not  an  accurate  gauge  of  the  actual  numbers  of  evictions  due  to 
the  fact  that  many  evictions  are  accomplished  without  the 
necessity  of  either  court  action  or  sheriff's  writ.   See  Graph  I. 

Another  aspect  of  the  general  rental  housing  picture  is 
revealed  by  the  statistics  on  inquiries  to  the  Rent  Board  on 
problems  not  related  to  rent  increases.   See  Table  I.   As  pointed 
out  in  the  Mayor's  Citizen  Assistance  Center  Annual  Report,  "it 
[is]  possible  for  citizens  to  engage  in  conflict-resolution 
activities  when  both  parties  to  a  housing  problem  volunteer  to 
air  their  grievances  to  a  credible  panel."   Thus,  to  the  extent 
that  the  Board  becomes  "tenant"  or  "landlord"  oriented,  voluntary 
conflict-resolution  would  be  diminished.   Moreover,  the  unbiased 
reputation  of  the  agency  would  permit  it  to  be  the  logical  agency 
for  expanded  landlord-tenant  counseling  beyond  the  issues  of  rent 
increase.   A  proposal  for  $32,000  has  been  submitted  to  the 
Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development  for  the  Rent  Board  to 
expand  its  counseling  on  landlord-tenant  issues. 

In  Los  Angeles,  where  the  city's  rent  stabilization 
ordinance  permits  uncontrolled  increases  for  units  which  become 


vacant,  similar  to  the  city  of  San  Francisco's,  the  Institute  for 
Social  Science  Research  conducted  a  study  on  Rental  Housing.   The 
study  revealed  that  rents  were  $50  to  $150  per  month  higher  for 
those  who  moved  into  units  which  had  been  "decontrolled"  by  the 
vacancy  factor  than  for  tenants  who  did  not  move  in  the  past 
year.   Rent  increases  in  "controlled"  units  averaged  7%  per  year, 
the  limit  set  by  the  City's  ordinance.   Rent  increases  for 
decontrolled  units  have  been  2-3  times  greater.   Whether  or  not 
this  is  true  for  San  Francisco  is  difficult  to  say,  except  that 
the  likelihood  of  a  similar  situation  in  this  city  is  fairly  high 
due  to  the  parallel  ordinances.   Moreover,  the  Citizen's  Housing 
Task  Force  reports  in  an  issue  paper  that  there  have  been  more 
rent  increases  under  the  ordinance  than  there  otherwise  would 
have  been.   The  Residential  Rent  Stabilization  and  Arbitration 
Ordinance  must  be  evaluated  in  this  light.  Whether  it  should 
stay  basically  the  same,  become  more  restrictive  or  be  abandoned 
altogether  as  not  achieving  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  created, 
or  achieving  that  purpose  at  too  great  a  cost  must  be  decided  on 
the  basis  of  all  of  the  Ordinance's  effects.   At  the  very  least  a 
complete  study  of  the  rental  housing  situation  would  give  the 
city  more  objective  information  on  which  to  base  future  decisions 
on  providing  its  citizens  with  decent,  reasonably-priced  housing. 
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TABLE  I:  Breakdown  of  Inquiries 


PETITIONS 
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TABLE  II.  Petitions  Filed  and  Decisions  by  Hearing  Officers 


NUMBER  OF  PETITIONS  BY  KMTR 
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TABLE  III.  MDnthly  Totals  of  Petitions 
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Landlord  Initiated 
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No  Jurisdiction 


June  12, 
January 

1979  - 
31,  1980 

February 
Septenber 

1,  1980  - 
31,  1980    TOTAL 

8 

22% 

74 

80% 

82 

64% 

29 

78% 

_8 

20% 

'il 

36% 

37 

100% 

92 

100% 

129 

100% 

20 

54% 

47 

51% 

67 

52% 

17 

46% 

45 

49% 

62 

48% 

37 

100% 

92 

100% 

129 

100% 

11 

79% 

13 

68% 

24 

73% 

_3 

21% 

_6 

32% 

_9 

ITL° 

14 

100% 

19 

100% 

33 

100% 

1 

1 

2 

5 

20 

4 
3 

25 

4 
3 

TABLE  IV.  Appeals  Filed  and  Decisions  by  the  Board 


GEOGRAPHIC  DISTRIBUTION  OF  CASES  BY  ZIP  CODE 


June  12,  1979  to 

Septenber  30, 

1980 

Tenderloin/Nob  Hill 

(94109) 

505 

167o 

Haight-Ashbury 

(94117) 

339 

11% 

Mission 

(94110) 

281 

97o 

Civic  Center/ Downtown 

(94102) 

242 

87o 

Marina 

(94123) 

222 

77o 

Diamond  Heights 

(94131) 

197 

67o 

Inner  Richmond 

(94118) 

183 

67o 

Eureka  Valley 

(94114) 

161 

57o 

South  of  Market 

(94103) 

155 

57c 

Western  Addition 

(94115) 

147 

57o 

Sunset 

(94122) 

146 

57o 

North  Beach 

(94133) 

125 

47o 

Chinatown 

(94108) 

119 

47o 

Outer  Richmond 

(94121) 

105 

3% 

Ingles ide 

(94112) 

37 

n 

Potrero 

(94107) 

36 

n 

Parkside 

(94116) 

26 

1% 

West  Portal 

(94127) 

25 

17o 

Lake  ^ferced 

(94132) 

17 

17o 

Portola 

(94134) 

14 

.57o 

Bayview 

(94124) 

13 

.57o 

Financial  District 

(94111) 

___2 

3096  lOO^'o 


TABLE  V.  Geographic  Distribution  of  Petitions  Filed 


HS6 

300 

lis 

iin> 
15- 

ST) 
*5- 


Mmicipal 
^Jrj    Court 


«**■ 


Sheriff's 
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GRAPH  I:  Evictions  Filed 
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